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The murine local lymph node assay (LLNA) is
a test method for assessing the potential of
substances to cause allergic contact dermatitis
(ACD). ACD is an allergic skin reaction
characterized by redness, swelling, and itching
that can result from repeated contact with a
sensitizing substance.
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= The revised Test Guideline 429 was adopted by OECD in July 2010 and can be accessed at

Assessing the Allergic Contact Dermatitis http'//WWW oecd—ilibrary org/
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= Inits original evaluation of the LLNA, ICCVAM Applicigﬁ?;hoh: (t)i:!i '2:::: Local = Adoption of the revised test guideline is expected to result in broader use of the LLNA, which will
recommended the LLNA as a valid alternative to » Review the addendum for errors and omissions further reduce and refine animal use for ACD assessments while ensuring human safety.
traditionally accepted guinea pig test methods for _ _ _ @~ 2
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et al. 2001; ICCVAM 1999; Sailstad et al. 2001).

=  Does the information contained in the draft Addendum
support ICCVAM’s draft test method
recommendations?

= Inresponse to a nomination by the U.S.
Consumer Product Safety Commission in 2007,
NICEATM re-evaluated the applicability domain of
the LLNA.
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= Emphasized that before animal testing is conducted,
consideration should be given to the necessity for the
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substance to be tested for skin sensitization potential PEER REVIEW PANEL MEETING ICCVAM. 2009a. Recommended Performance Standards: Murine Local Lymph Node Assay. Available
Nl ) . i . Assessing the Allergic Contact Dermatitis at: http://iccvam.niehs.nih.gov/methods/immunotox/lina_PerfStds.htm.
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LLNA vs. GP3 | 23 | 57 | 13/23 | 100 3/3 0 0/3 50 10/20 50 10/20 bbreviations: = disi i inute; SI = stimulation index. — http://iccvam.niehs.nih.gov/docs/immunotox_docs/ ) )
Abbreviations: DPM = disintegrations per minute; S| = stimulation index LLRI ApRpReptzoog_pd? - Sailstad DM, et al. 2001. Regulatory Toxicology and Pharmacology 34(3): 249-257.

—  http://iccvam.niehs.nih.gov/docs/immunotox_docs/
LLNAPRPRept2009.pdf

Abbreviations: GP = guinea pig skin sensitization outcomes; No. = number.

1 n = Number of substances included in this analysis.
2 The data on which the percentage calculation is based.
3 GP refers to outcomes obtained by studies conducted using either the guinea pig maximization test or the Buehler test.
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= |CCVAM concludes that these data support the usefulness of the LLNA for testing pesticide
formulations.
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If dose-response information is not required or there is no basis to believe that the test article
may be a sensitizer, a reduced LLNA test method protocol should be considered. By testing only
the high dose, the reduced LLNA can further reduce animal use by up to 40% (ICCVAM 2009b).
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